agreement to the Kyoto Protocol beyond 2012, but failed to do so. Instead, it resulted in a nonbinding framework, known as the Copenhagen Accord, which set the collective goal of limiting mean global temperature increase to 2°C and invited countries to submit quantified emission targets. These submitted pledges turned out to be insufficient to reach the collective goal and the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform for Enhanced Action was thus established in 2011, with the mandate to develop a new "protocol, another legal instrument or an agreed outcome with legal force under the Convention applicable to all Parties (…)" (4) . This new agreement was adopted at COP 21 in Paris in December 2015. It entered into force in November 2016 after the threshold (ratification of at least 55 parties to the Convention, accounting for at least 55 percent of the total greenhouse gas emissions) had been met. At the core of this agreement are the "intended nationally determined contributions" (INDCs) which to date have been submitted by more than 160 parties to the UNFCCC.
The agreements adopted in Kyoto and Paris have been widely debated, covering a broad range of different opinions. While both agreements rely on establishing targets and timetables, the main difference is that Kyoto specified legally binding emission reduction targets for a subset of countries, whereas Paris invited all countries to announce nonbinding targets. The approach taken in Kyoto built on the interpretation of the "common but differentiated responsibilities" principle that had emerged in the context of the 1992 Rio Earth Summit. While this principle is widely accepted, it did raise concerns that efforts taken by a subset of (more developed) countries to limit emissions could be undermined by the effects that these reductions have on global markets, such as lower fossil fuel prices or relocation of energy-intensive industries. The distinction between developed and developing countries has been somewhat blurred under the new approach taken in Paris. Table S1 presents an overview of the sample; for the full sample as well as separately for UNFCCC and IPCC. The sample comprises more men than women (71 versus 29 percent). The respondents' age ranges from 22 to 76 years and the mean age is 48 years. Most respondents are from Europe (32 percent) followed by North America (19 percent), Asia and Africa (17 percent each), South America (11 percent), and Australia/Oceania (5 percent). The majority has majored in natural science (37 percent), followed by economics and business administration (17 percent), and engineering (14 percent). Forty-two percent work for a national governmental organization, 33 percent work for a university or research institution, and the rest work for an international governmental organization, a private company, or an NGO. 1 If information on nationality was not provided by the respondents, this information was substituted by the country of delegation (UNFCCC sample) or the country of citizenship (IPCC sample). This was the case for six percent of the full sample. From the respondents who provided their nationality we know that this information coincides with nationality in 90 percent of the cases. Note also that our regression results do not change if we omit all individuals who did not provide their nationality. Table S2 provides definitions of explanatory variables used in the regression analysis in the   main paper and Table S3 shows the summary statistics of all explanatory variables. Tables S4   and S5 provide an overview of the effects of the explanatory variables on the dependent variables which are not shown in the main paper. Overview of the effects of the explanatory variables that are not shown in the main paper, using binary probit estimations; "-" indicates a statistically significant negative effect and "+" indicates a statistically significant positive effect (P < 0.1) on the probability of being optimistic; (.) means that this variable was dropped due to lack in variation; * baseline is natural sciences; † baseline is national governmental organization; ‡ baseline is Europe; § baseline is EU28. Overview of the effects of the explanatory variables that are not shown in the main paper, using binary probit estimations; "-" indicates a statistically significant negative effect and "+" indicates a statistically significant positive effect (P < 0.1) on the probability of being optimistic; (.) means that this variable was dropped due to lack in variation; * baseline is natural sciences; † baseline is national governmental organization; ‡ baseline is Europe; § baseline is EU28.
Participants

Supplementary econometric analysis
Explanatory variables used in the regression analysis
Descriptive statistics and regression analysis when involvement is measured with a dummy variable
Figures S1-S4 illustrate the correlation between evaluations and involvement in the negotiation process, with involvement measured with a dummy variable that takes the value one if an individual attended the relevant COPs at least once as a party and zero otherwise. Fig. S1 . Assessment of the Kyoto Protocol separated by participation in COPs 3-7. In panel (a), "Party" refers to respondents who attended at least one of the COPs 3-7 as party (N=26) and "Non-Party" refers to those who did not (N=462). In panel (b), "Party" refers to respondents who attended at least one of the COPs 3-7 as party (N=26) and "Non-Party" refers to those who attended at least one of the COPs 3-7 as observer and none as party (N=20). 
Average estimated probabilities of being optimistic
The following table shows the average estimated probabilities of being optimistic with involvement measured as the number of attendances at the relevant COPs as party (Table S6) . 
Regression analyses differentiated by source
The following tables show the main regressions differentiated by the two sources of data, the UNFCCC-list and the IPCC-list. Additionally, we show the regression for the combined sample, controlling for the data source. Because of lack of variation for some variables in the IPCC sample, we combined categories for some explanatory variables. For all but three questions, the respondents from the IPCC sample are significantly less optimistic than those from the UNFCCC sample. For both samples, we find significant positive effects of involvement as member of a party delegation on the level of optimism for two of the general assessments (three for the IPCC sample). For the specific assessments, we find one positive and one negative significant effect for the UNFCCC sample and none for the IPCC sample. We do not find opposite effects for the two samples. Tables S7-S10 . Fig. S5 . The figure shows the average estimated probability of being optimistic for different number of conferences attended as party differentiated between the two data sources. Panel (a) illustrates the correlation for the UNFCCC sample and panel (b) for the IPCC sample. The number of conferences on the horizontal axis refers to COPs 3-7 for the assessment of the Kyoto Protocol and to COPs 15-20 for all other questions. Solid lines apply to questions for which there are more than 350 observations with a strictly positive number of COP attendances; dashed lines apply to questions for which there are fewer than 50 observations with a strictly positive number of COP attendances. The average estimated probability tends to increase with each additional conference for the general assessments (indicated by a rectangular mark) with one exception ("stringency"). For the specific assessments (indicated by a circular mark) the tendency is much weaker. Table S11 to S13 show binary probit regression results for respondents who have attended at least one of COPs 15-20 as party. In addition or instead of employer organization, we control for individuals' affiliations as stated in the COP participation lists (column (1)) and whether they assumed a dual role by being part of a delegation but not affiliated with a government institution (columns (2) and (3)). The affiliations and having a dual role rarely have a statistically significant effect. Results from binary probit models. Numbers are maximum likelihood estimates with robust standard errors and z-values in parentheses. Level of significance: *** P < 0.01, ** P < 0.05, * P < 0.1. Involvement as Party is the number of COPs attended as party, Involvement as Observer is the number of COPs attended as observer (COPs 15-20). Affiliation is taken from the participation lists for COPs 16-20. In the few cases where affiliation changed between conferences (< 1%), the latest affiliation was taken. Baseline for Affiliation is "Government." (d) indicates dummy variable. (i) indicates interaction term. In addition to the shown explanatory variables, the estimations control for gender, age, trust in own intuitions, perceived importance of climate change, expected consequences of climate change, expectations about emissions reductions in the absence of an international climate agreement, field of the highest degree or training, nationality at the continent level, and level of CO2 emissions per capita in 2013 in respondents' country of citizenship/delegation. Only respondents who attended COPs 15-20 at least once as party are included.
INDCs meet 2°C target Countries will increase INDCs Increased INDCs meet 2°C target Countries will fulfill INDCs
(1 
Regression analyses using an ordered probit model
Tables S14 and S15 present a series of ordered probit models with the same dependent and explanatory variables as in the main paper. Results from ordered probit models. Numbers are maximum likelihood estimates with robust standard errors and z-values in parentheses. Level of significance: *** P < 0.01, ** P < 0.05, * P < 0. Figures S6-S10 illustrate the average predicted probabilities based on the results from the ordered probit models. 
INDCs meet 2°C target
Robustness analysis with alternative sets of explanatory variables
To test the robustness of our results, we ran additional estimations with the same dependent variable as in the main paper but different explanatory variables. The results can be found in the following Tables S16-S21. We consider alternative specifications to control for respondents' national background. The level of CO2 emissions per capita obviously correlates with country. As we control for nationality at the continent level, the potential risk of multicollinearity is reduced but not eliminated. We therefore estimate each model with only per capita emissions or only continents. In further estimations, we replaced the continent dummies by negotiation blocks. To this end, countries were assigned to one of six groups: Small Islands Developing States (SIDS), Least Developed Countries, Developing Countries, BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa), the Environmental Integrity Group together with the Umbrella group, and EU28. We find that none of these alternative specifications changes our main results.
Additionally, we include GDP per capita (in current US dollars) in respondents' country of citizenship (IPCC) or delegation country (UNFCCC) in 2013, either in addition or instead of the per capita emissions or the continent dummies. We obtained the data from the World Bank's World Development Indicators. In all the specifications with GDP per capita, the level of significance does not change for our main variables of interest and the point estimates are very close. Therefore, we chose not to show the results here to save space.
Tables S16-S19 show estimation results from binary probit models with either CO2 emissions per capita in 2013 or nationality at continent level. Level of significance: *** P < 0.01, ** P < 0.05, * P < 0. Level of significance: *** P < 0.01, ** P < 0.05, * P < 0. Tables S20 and S21 show estimation results from binary probit models if nationality at continent level is replaced by dummies for negotiating blocks. Level of significance: *** P < 0.01, ** P < 0.05, * P < 0. Level of significance: *** P < 0.01, ** P < 0.05, * P < 0. 
Survey questions used in the empirical analysis
About the questionnaire
This survey asks about your personal assessment of a number of issues in international climate policy. The assessment will focus on five countries or groups of countries that may play an important role in current international climate negotiations (in alphabetical order): Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS), BASIC without China (Brazil, South Africa, India), China, the European Union (EU), and the United States (USA). What will happen to your answers? The information is used for scientific analysis only. No names or data on single persons or firms will be published or made accessible to third parties.
I have read the above information and desire to participate in this study. 
